Integrating Immigrants: Morality and Loyalty in U.S. Naturalization Practice
Morality and loyalty have historically played a central role in determining who can become a citizen of the United States. Most familiar are the immigration restrictions enacted at the turn of the last century excluding people characterized as "idiots," convicts, or polygamists, the racial exclusions and nationality quotas that were based in part on the assumed moral qualities of different national groups, and the exclusion of suspected political subversives. But concern with the caliber and characteristics of the populace has been expressed even more unequivocally in U.S. naturalization practice, specifically in laws requiring immigrants who wish to become citizens to demonstrate their good moral character and attachment to the principles of the Constitution. Unlike the qualitative restrictions on immigration, which largely emerged in the nativist late nineteenth century and early twentieth centuries and have almost all been abandoned, these naturalization requirements have been a part of U.S. law since Congress first began regulating naturalization at the turn of the nineteenth century and remain the principle non-residency requirements for becoming a U.S. citizen. What do these requirements for good moral character and attachment mean in the context of defining who can become an American today? Are they simply benign, if slightly anachronistic holdovers from an earlier period, or do they have some more substantive role in defining American citizenship or national identity?
Historically, the good moral character and attachment requirements, along with the ability to demonstrate knowledge of U.S. history and government, have found expression as the basis of the naturalization exam that all prospective U.S. citizens must pass. When the U.S. government first developed educational materials to help immigrants prepare for that exam in the early twentieth century, the bureaucrats at the Bureau of Naturalization chose, for a variety of reasons that will be discussed below, to privilege morality and loyalty (attachment) over the requirement that immigrants demonstrate their knowledge of U.S. history and government. In doing so, they designed an educational program that focused more on inculcating standards of proper American behavior than on civics and history (Gordon 2004) . Through the naturalization exam, and the accompanying immigrant education program, an understanding of American citizenship was constructed in which private morality stands as evidence for loyalty to the country. Inspired by naturalization law, this understanding became further institutionalized as the immigrant education program evolved throughout the twentieth century. Moreover, this link between morality, loyalty, and good citizenship continues to inform a wide variety of debates about citizenship in the United States broadly construed, including the ability of homosexuals to effectively serve in the military, the criminalization of undocumented immigrants, and the current U.S. Office of Citizenship effort to revise the citizenship test for immigrants so that it will ensure their "civic learning, patriotism, and attachment" to the country (Aguilar 2005) .
Manufacturing loyalty
The United States is certainly not alone in its concern with the qualities of its citizens and potential citizens. In fact, part of what makes the U.S. experience particularly interesting is that questions of how to integrate immigrants and ensure the integrity of citizenship have become passionate topics of public discourse and policy debate in a number of immigrant receiving countries (with loyalty to the state and to particular conceptions of national identity often at the 5 core of the debates). As a result, it is of broad scholarly interest to take a close look at the origins of this particular aspect of U.S. naturalization practice.
There are a variety of scholarly approaches to understanding how states try to enforce or encourage allegiance among their citizens. One way is to view politics materialistically, focusing on state control of material resources or the ability to coerce loyalty through the threat of punishment. Another type of approach is based on an "ideational" understanding of political power, embodied in scholarship that seeks to understand how ideas, symbols, and ideologies are employed to generate legitimacy or hegemony for a regime by constituting ethnic, class, religious, or national identities (Wedeen 1999) . Examples of ideational approaches are civic nationalist understandings of group cohesion based on allegiance to liberal and democratic constitutional principles (Habermas 1996) and Gramscian inspired understandings of hegemony that seek to explain how ideas get established as common sense by being portrayed as merely descriptive of what already exists (Hall 1988, 44 -46) , among many others. What these diverse approaches have in common, however, is an emphasis on the ability of ideas or stories to both generate political identities and sustain political regimes. Rogers Smith's (2003) work on the construction of political identities suggests a third way that is potentially more helpful in understanding how states implement citizen-constructing policies. Building on the ideational emphasis on ideas, culture, and persuasion, Smith argues that even leaders who primarily rely on the exertion of economic, political, or violent force to consolidate power need stories of peoplehood to inspire sacrifice and a sense of common destiny.
His major concern, however, lies not with describing these stories, but with the nuts and bolts of politics: understanding how leaders cultivate and, more importantly, exploit stories of 6 peoplehood to create a sense of political community and constitute members' political identities, which, in turn, will enhance the leaders' own political capital. Smith's explanation, and his major contribution to purely ideational explanations of political allegiance, centers on his account of the role of political institutions. In Smith's understanding, attachment-generating stories will have long-term purchase and generate political capital only to the extent they: 1) draw on existing conceptions of peoplehood; and 2) are institutionalized through laws and policies that, in turn, help to construct identities in more concrete ways.
1 Unlike the top-down or elite-centric understandings commonly seen in ideational explanations, Smith contends that symbols, ideas, and ideologies with political efficacy must be drawn from existing and broadly held conceptions of peoplehood. Similarly, Smith suggests that when these existing conceptions have long-term purchase, it is usually because they have been institutionalized in laws and policies. For example, existing white-only understandings of American peoplehood were institutionalized during the post World War II years through unequal application of government funded housing loans. These practices encouraged the development of all-white suburbs which, in turn, reinforced pre-existing racist ideas about belonging for many white Americans.
The Bureau of Naturalization citizenship education program is a good example of the sort of institutionalized story Smith is talking about: as part of an active government effort to create and disseminate stories of peoplehood, the textbooks and educational programs produced under the program aimed at teaching immigrants what they needed to know, think, and feel in order to become good, loyal, American citizens. Analysis of the legal, theoretical, and organizational origins of the program suggests that both its ideational and institutional foundations were 7 important factors influencing administrators' abilities to establish a program with long-term impact in terms of defining American national identity. As Smith suggests, the "stories" or ideals of Americanism promoted in the program materials were buttressed by their institutionalization in citizenship law and policy, and vice versa.
In what follows, I discuss the ways that the good moral character and attachment requirements have historically been applied and institutionalized in U.S. naturalization practice, particularly through the Bureau of Naturalization citizenship education program. I do this first through a discussion of the interpretation of these laws by naturalization courts, and then through a case study of the original 1914 Bureau of Naturalization initiative that resulted in the incorporation of these laws into naturalization testing and citizenship education for immigrants.
I conclude with a discussion of the implications of this history for current debates on immigration and naturalization policy.
Legislating morality and allegiance
At its origin, the U.S. Bureau of Naturalization's assumption of administrative responsibility for naturalization of immigrants in 1906 was steeped in questions of morality.
Charges of widespread naturalization irregularities in advance of a St. Louis election led to public debate about the growing instances of fraud carried out by those ineligible to naturalize and corrupt officials who sold access to citizenship in exchange for votes or money . Congress acted to rectify the situation, passing a naturalization act that created the Immigration and Naturalization Bureau and granted it authority to promote uniform naturalization practices. While the courts were (and continue to be) formally responsible for 8 granting citizenship, the Bureau of Naturalization was charged with enforcing the law, administering the processing of naturalization petitions, examining petitioners and submitting its recommendations to the naturalization courts, and providing federal oversight of the decisions of the naturalization courts.
The administrative practice of evaluating and processing candidates for naturalization was informed first and foremost by a substantial and growing body of citizenship law that provided categories and qualities of people eligible or ineligible for citizenship. In addition, during the early years of the program, further exclusions were added through the 1917 ban on immigration from the "Asiatic barred zone" and the subsequent 1924 Immigration Act, which not only severely limited immigration but effectively barred Japanese by excluding people ineligible for citizenship from immigration.
While outright exclusion from naturalization defined "citizen" in a very concrete way, the ways the citizen was defined through the administrative practices of the Bureau of Naturalization were more subtle and more important in terms of constructing identities for those who were allowed to become citizens. These practices, particularly the practice of interviewing and examining petitioners for naturalization, were instrumental in both refining the legal boundaries of inclusion and exclusion and in inspiring the broader understandings of citizenship that were materialized in the citizenship education program.
The naturalization process begins with submission of the naturalization petition (from 1795 until 1952 that was preceded by the submission of a declaration of intention at least three years prior), an investigation, and then the naturalization interview, which includes an The second major concern of the naturalization interview is the question of attachment.
According to the 1795 Naturalization Act, petitioners for naturalization must demonstrate that they are "attached to the principles of the constitution of the United States, and well disposed to the good order and happiness of the same." Attachment, according to published naturalization law interpretations, "is a stronger term than 'well disposed' and implies a depth of conviction which would lead to active support of the Constitution" (In re Shanin).
Generally, exclusions on the basis of lack of attachment have been applied ideologically, patriotism is not a condition of naturalization; that attachment is not addressed to the heart, demands no affection for or even approval for a democratic system of government, but merely acceptance of the fundamental political habits and attitudes which here prevail, and a willingness to obey the laws which may result from them, (Interpretations 316.1(h)(3)(ii); US v Rossier).
the government has generally interpreted attachment as indeed being primarily a matter of the heart. In 1914, when the Bureau of Naturalization was developing its educational program, this was the primary focus.
The final substantive requirement for naturalization is a demonstration of knowledge and understanding of the principles of the Constitution. As far back as 1908, the Bureau of Naturalization argued that petitioners not informed about the Constitution should not be naturalized, and the courts generally accepted this view, interpreting "understanding" as a prerequisite for attachment to the Constitution. However, as there was no uniform standard for the naturalization exam, examiners tended to ask questions from the most general to the most obscure, often including questions intended to confuse applicants, depending on their subjective judgments of the candidates' suitability for citizenship. Examiners would ask questions such as "How many gallons of water does the Amazon River discharge per hour?"; "How high is the Bunker Hill monument?"; "How many stars are there on a quarter?"; Or, "If the law isn't signed, may it be a good law?" (McCormack 1936 ).
On the other hand, knowledge and understanding were traditionally treated as insignificant when compared to good moral character for determining admissibility. For example, during the 1897 court hearing on the naturalization petition of Ricardo Rodriguez, a native of Mexico, the judge dismissed Rodriguez's inability to explain the principles of the constitution, attributing it to his illiteracy. Instead, the judge relied on testimony by a white acquaintance of Rodriguez, who explained that Rodriguez was hard working, honest, lawabiding, peaceable, and that: "I know the man. I know that he is a good man, and know… whatever the principles of the Constitution might be, that he would uphold them if he knew what they were" (Ngai 1999 ). United States, like many European states, began to reinforce patriotism and unite it with nationalism through "sentiments and symbols of 'imagined community'" (Hobsbawm 1992 , Anderson 1991 . Educators, legislators, and cultural activists worked to "channel the challenge posed by the variously unassimilated people of the nation and its overseas territories" by creating national narratives that would serve as "a rallying point for a self-conscious and exportable
Americanism" (Wald 1995) . These efforts included attempts to "discover" various hallmarks of an authentic and uniquely American culture, from American literature to American food (Wald 1995 , Gabaccia 1998 ).
In terms of the country's foreign-born population, from 1910 until the passage of the 1917
Immigration Act that created the "Asiatic barred zone," rhetoric and practice shifted from immigration restriction to naturalization and intensive efforts at assimilation of immigrants deemed eligible to naturalize (Higham 1963 ). This change in approach was accompanied by a new activism on questions of immigration and citizenship that developed into what has come to be known as the Americanization Movement.
Early Americanization activists were predominantly private individuals and members of organizations, most of whom approached immigrants with a combination of humanitarian concern for the poor conditions under which they lived and a paternalistic conviction that eventual adoption of an "American" life-style would greatly benefit the immigrants (as well as preserve "the American way of life"). Many of these early activists were associated with the left wing branch of the progressive movement and had a pluralist conception of American society that minimized the role of the nation, advocated democratic participation, and opposed cultural homogeneity under Anglo-Saxon dominance. But their views were far from dominant during the progressive years or in the Americanization movement, particularly after 1917 when it and the country as a whole took a turn to the right and increased nationalism.
Instead, the leadership of the Americanization movement and the goals of most of its activists reflected the values of the centrist progressivism that dominated the period. Centrist progressives advocated immigration restrictions, but also were confident in their ability to foster a cultural homogeneity that was based on beliefs in Anglo-Saxon racial superiority. Other positions associated with centrist progressivism included opposition to African American enfranchisement and support for segregation, a commitment to separate spheres and roles for men and women in both the home and the public sphere, and support of imperialism. Activists generally cloaked their arguments in the language of science, standardization, and efficiency, and saw their positions and their roles as experts, as key to creating a well-ordered society ).
The centrist progressives' faith in the work of bureaucratic expertise was fundamental to the Americanization movement focus on cultural assimilation. This faith made them the intellectual inheritors of what Foucault labels the early modern police state, sharing with both the polizeistaat and the modern welfare state the extension of the surveillance and control previously exercised by the head of household over his family to the state's surveillance of the population through a regime of governmentality (Foucault 1991) . Inherent in this position, was a belief in the "profound connectedness between the principles of political action and those of personal conduct" (Gordon 1991 ) that contrasted with the left progressive conviction that defined good citizenship as democratic participation.
As the Americanization movement began to gain popularity, and as concern with the cultural differences associated with the immigrants increased, the movement moved right (or center), and these "administrative" progressives became increasingly involved in assimilation activities . Organizations such as the business-oriented National Americanization Committee (N.A.C.), the American Legion, the Sons and Daughters of the American Revolution, and various private, profit oriented "Americanization" schools initiated their own Americanization programs and became involved in the public debate about the best way to assimilate immigrants. Movement activities included classes, lectures, ceremonies, "American days," and distribution of foreign language literature on United States history and government to immigrants. As movement activities intensified, local and state governments and departments of education began to get involved as well, passing hundreds of Americanization laws to regulate the assimilation of immigrants (Higham 1955 , McClymer 1978 , Carlson 1975 .
While the federal government was active in encouraging such projects, government agencies didn't become independent actors until the World War I period. By the time they did so, Americanization had become a national obsession and had begun to evolve beyond its focus on cultural assimilation. As the country mobilized for war, fears of "alien disloyalty" and an "enemy within," and the rise of radical trade unionism associated with foreign-born workers had become dominant in nationalist discourse. Federal government involvement both reacted to and influenced this direction. New federal bodies and programs were created during the war, such as the Creel Commission for wartime propaganda and campaigns to monitor and suppress the foreign language (particularly German) press and media, which redefined Americanization as a matter of loyalty. This obsession with loyalty was articulated by Woodrow Wilson in a 1916 speech, in which he explained that "Loyalty means nothing unless it has at its heart the absolute power of self sacrifice. That is the sort of loyalty which ought to be inculcated into these newcomers..." (US 1916) .
It was into this framework of an established body of legislative action and a strong, increasingly conservative movement with clearly established practices and characteristics that the Bureau of Naturalization entered when it began considering its own "Americanization" to teach applicants the information they would need to know in order to pass an examination administered by a judge in a naturalization court --that is, facts, provisions of the Constitution, and institutions of American government. However, from the beginning the two men considered the method inadequate and the very assumption behind it, that a citizenship exam could be used to test a candidate's attachment to the principles of the constitution, to be faulty. As one memo states:
The storing of the memory with information in regard to the Constitution and American institutions is resorted to, and a display of a fair amount of knowledge on these points is accepted, most illogically, as proof of attachment (US 1914).
These Bureau of Naturalization administrators recognized that exams which question candidates on facts cannot capture a concept such as attachment, "which relates to an interior condition"
(US 1914). The fundamental inadequacy of the very principle of testing on facts was, in their view, exacerbated by the limitations of time and resources under which the courts worked, which necessitated that even factual testing would be superficial. In summarizing attempts at citizenship education to date, one memo states that:
These efforts, it seems to the Bureau, constitute a groping in the dark for an object that may or may not be reached, but which it is essential should be reached if the spirit and purpose, as well as the provisions of the naturalization law, are to be Americans to dress, eat, decorate their homes, worship, and behave at work and in the family.
For example, textbook narratives centering around the activities of the average American family include entire lessons on going to church (US 1924) and on the value of hard work and independence: "For a man to be a good American he must be straight, and he must also be strong. Each man must work for himself, and unless he so works no outside help can avail him" (1922a). Discussions of personal hygiene and instructions on care of the home and community dominate the textbooks and, as one 1921 textbook demonstrates, are frequently described as essential for good citizenship: "You can not be a self-respecting citizen if you wear soiled, untidy clothing, nor will your health be good" (US 1921) . Similarly, separate sections of the textbooks directed towards immigrant women delineate the proper conditions for raising American children, admonishing the women that "Tenements with dark rooms are not fit for children" (US 1921) and that "Pure air and sunlight aid the housewife in keeping homes sanitary" (US 1918) and that "Furniture should be simple and plainly carved. There should be no upholstered furniture nor heavy draperies to catch the dust" (US 1918; US 1921) .
The program emphasis on assimilation was accompanied by a de-emphasis of politics.
For example, one text spends nearly ten pages reviewing the immigration and assimilation histories of immigrants from Ireland, Germany, and Scandinavia, who found it:
difficult to get used to the ways and customs of our Government, especially in the crowded cities, but as time went by they and their children took on the ways of the Americans they met. Now their descendants are thoroughly American and make up a large part of what we call the American people (US 1926) .
Germans in particular, are depicted as the ideal immigrant group because they were "too busy making their farms pay to enter into politics, preferring to accept customs already established" (US 1926, 141) . Thus the text holds forth political non-participation and the display of cultural assimilation as an ideal for immigrant integration. This focus on assimilation to a particular, Anglo-Saxon ideal of "American" was common in the Americanization movement. What was unique about the government approach was the way that assimilation was presented as a moral requirement for good citizenship, admonishing immigrants that "You can not become thorough
Americans if you think of yourselves in groups. America does not consist in groups" (US 1918). 
